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ABSTRACT :
: The author trained confederates to exhibit either
opinionated, moderately opinionated, or unvpinionated styles of
leadership, then assigned them to discussion groups. Each group was
assigned a specific topic and instructed to decide on a specific
policy toward the topic. They were also asked to make ratinas that
measured four other attitudes: the degree of the grour consensus, the
leader's maintenance of his status, peéerceptions of the leader's
credibility, and the members' satisfaction with the group outcome.
Results of the study show that: (1) both unopinionated and moderately
opinionated leadership appear to be related to :chievement of group
consensus; (2) varying degrees of opinionated lvadership seem to
relate consistently to member imgressions of the leader's
credibility; (3) the level of leader opinionatedness does not seem to
relate directly to leadership maintenance or member impressions of
dynamism; and (4) there seems to be no direct relationship between
level of leader opinionatedness and members! satisfaction with the
process. (Author/RN)
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AN EXPRRISENTAL STUDY OF THL RELATIOWSHIP BLTVEEN THE
OPINIONATEDNESS O A LEADER AWD CONSEHSUS Ti GROUP DTSCUSSIMNGS OF POLICY

Timothy A. Hill
Indiana University
The exploration of the vole of the leader in small groups has
. , ; 1 .
been central to the bulk of research on group phenomena.” Further,
the process of group decision-making has alse recently come to the fore

as a prineinal interest of research. The illuminative research, however,

on leadershin behavier as it relates to decisien-muaking has been scarce.
Of the four geoneral methodological apnroaches to leadership re-

search (trait, stylistic, situational, and functional), the [irst two

have generally been unfruitful in relating lsadership to group outcomes.
S.ogdill (19LA), in his review of trait research, ontlined five major
areas of "succassful" leadershin traits that received partial support:
capacity, achievemsnt, resnonsibility, participation, and atatuu.B A
successful leac:r, however, as interpreted in trgit‘reséarchg is one who
successtully emerges to a position of leadership, and thus possesses traits

~that distinguish him from a non-leader, or one who does not rise to a pes-
ition of leadership. Hence, leadership traits were not effectively related
to group outcomes.

Stylistic leadership research has also failed to yield many sig=
nificant conainsions abant the effects of laadershiv styvle on decision-
making. For example, White and Lippett (1960) found a democratic leader
to be the "best" stvle of leader, not in terms of consensus, but in terms
of gromp cohesivenass, memher satisfaction with group activities, and in-

Arpendant behavior exhihited hy the sulbyjects.
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Some of the research growing out of the situational aporcach has
come closger to dealing dirazctly with ieadgrship=and group outcomes, Kor=-
ten (1962) found that an authoritarian leader is best when group goals
demand more attention than individual goals and when situational factors
‘obstruct goal achievement; when individual goals demand more attention
than group goals and when situational factors do not inhibit goal achieve=
ment, the democratic leader will be saperi@r.s Fiedler (1968) demonstrated
that (1) the effectiveness of a group is contingent on the appropriateness
of the leader's style tolthé specific situation in which he operates, and
(2) the typr of leadership style that will be m@ét effective depends upon
~the degree to which the grcup situation allows the leader to exert influ-
ence_é Preston and Heintz (19L49) found that psychologically distant leaders

are more effective with task-oriented grouns and nsychologically close

leaders are more effective with group-oriented tasks. !

The reséirch centering around the situational conceptual framework
has been signifigant in that it has shown the dependence of leadership
effectiveness on situationzl variables, but the conclusions about specific
kinds of behavior that leaders should perform to aid in the group decision-
making process is ot nearly as clear. The definitions of authoritarian
or psychologically distant leaders, carry-overs from the more stylistic
and even trait-oriented approaches to leadership research, can hardly be
said to be very explicit in behavioral terms.

The fourth and, according to samega the most fruitful direction
for small groun research is the functional aﬁpr@agth Gouran (1968) found
that "successful" groups produce statements which are less opinionated,
more informative, more provocative, more objective, and more goal oriented

e , . .- o as ., 10 .
than are statements which occur in less successful discussions. Knutson



(1970) evperimentally manipulated orientation behavior and found that
groups which contained confederates exhibiting behavior high in orienta-
tion came closer top consensus (total agreement on the policy decided)

!
than groups containing neutral orientation or negative orientation con-

federates.’ Russell (1970), in dealing directly with the leadership
phenomenon, found that leaders who maintain their leadership statusare
g632f311y;1éss opinionated and elicit more expressions of support than
leaders who fail to maintain their leadership status-12 Lumsden (1972)
macde three significant findings of note: (1) leaders who manifest sig-
nificant amounts of agreement behavior elicit expressions of support more
often than leaders who exhibit low agreement behavior, (2) grouns with
leaders who exprezs agreement move further toward consensus than groups
whose leaders express little or no agreement, and (3) high apgreement lead-
ers are péréeived as being more objective than neutral or low agreement
leaders. Her fiﬁdiﬂgé of the relation of high égfeemant_leadETShip be=
havior to leadership maintenance were inconclusive, h@wever-l'

The most instructive background research to the following study
geems to be the G@urangsKnutscng Russell, and Lumsden studies. Gouran's
exploratory research indicated thatrbehavicf high in orientation, low in
opinionatedness, high in Dbjéctiviﬁy; and high in informativeness contrib~
uted to achievement of consensus. Knutson's experimental study gave sup-
port to the variable of orientation behavior as being essential to group
consensus. HRussell's exploratory research indicated that high agreement
and low opinionated leadership behavior were consistently related to lead-
ership maintenance, and Lumsden's experimental study gave some support for
high agreement behavior as facilitating consensus and iﬁfiuéncing impres=-

gions of the leader.



On the basis of previous research, there is justification in assum-
ing that the variable of apinianatedne;s plays a major role in decision-
making groups. The present study proposed to investigate the variable of
opinionatedness, specifically as exhibited by group leaders, and its rela-
tionship to (1) achievement of consensus, (2) leadership maintenance,

(3) perceptions of the leader's credibility, and (L) member satisfaction

with the group process.

HETHOD

Independent Variable

i

The independent variable in this Studyfwés opinionatedness. The
defiﬁiti@n was the same as the one originally used by Gouran; that is,
"a statement 1s said to be opinionated if it reflects a feeling, belief,
or judgment, the factual basis of which is not apparent in the statement
itself.nib In his study, Russell exemplified degrees of opinionatedness

15

in the following manner:™

Opinionated statement: "No man, that's just the fault
- - of the radicals on campus."

Moderately opinicnated statement: "The rallies testify to the dis-
} - ) satisfaction of the majority of
the students."

Unopinionated statement: "It's like Byrum Carter said,

' - o - this University must satisfy the
needs of the majority of the
students.”

These three levels of opinionatedness were chosen to be the three conditions

of the independent variable for this study.

Dependent Variables

The dependent variable cf primary interest in this study was con=
sensus. Gouran's investigation indicated that there was a positive rela-

tionship between general group statements of unopinionatedness and consen-



sus groups. In his subsequent study, Russell observed unopinionated
statements spoken specifically by greup leaders as being crucial in the
v, wration of deeision-making groups, although he did not draw conclusions
about the relationship of oninionated leadership behavior to consensus.
Thus it was hyvpothesized that groups having unoninionated statements de-

liberately injected into their discussions by the leaders would come

Consensus, as it was operationally defined, was the degree cf
p2rsonal agreement of all merbers in a task-oriented group over a policy
ultimately chosen by the group as a whale_r After each group discussion,
the leader was asked to articulate the decision made by the group. Each
of the group members was then asked to rate, on a scale from one to seven,
hiw own agreement with the group policy. A total canséﬁsus group, there-
fore, wa~ one iﬂ'wh;ch all group merbers rated the group nolicy as their
own personal choice (i.e., everyone would be marking the seventh point
on the scale: "I absolutely, comnletely agree with the group deciéiaﬂ").

The second dependent variable was leadership maintenance. Russell

found that his high maintenance lsaders were generally less opinionated
than their low maintenance counterparts on the basis of ratings of a ran-
dom samnle of the leaders! statements made by independent judges. There-
fore there was a basis for predicting that group leaders who are intention-
2lly nnopinionated will maintain their leadsrshin status more effectively
than leaders who do not manifest that kind of communication behavior.
Leadership maintenance was operationally defined as thé rank given to the
leader by the other members, based on their-percéptiangf@f the relative

amount of influence exerted. FEach discussant was asked to rank order

evarybody in the group according to influence over ths total group pro-



cess, and thus it was nossible to comnare the rankings of the leaders

085 all conditions of the indenenlent variable.

k]
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The thivd dependent variable was leader's cradibility, or member

impressions of the leader. Intuitively, it would seem that being credible
would be essential to a leader's ability to lead. If oninionatedness were
indeed a crucial factor in a group's reaching consensus or in a leader's
maintenance of his status, there should be differences as well in the mem-
bers' ratings of their leader's credibility according to what level of opin-
ionatedness was being exhibited. There fore, it was hypctﬁesized that un-
opinionated leaders would create a social climate characterized by higher
eredibility ratings than the moderately owinionated or opinionated leaders.
The instrument emnloyed in the measurement of this dependent variable was
a set of four seven-point scaléa each testing one of Whitehead's four fae-
tors of credibility: objectivity, dynamism, trustworthiness, ard compstence.

The final dependent variable was member satisfaction with the group

process. As Gouran states: "If the ability of an individual to comtribute
meaningfully to a group effort depends on his satisfaction with the growp's
previous dacision, which experience would indicate is the case, then we
- must learn what maximizes such féelings,"lT Discussants were asked to
rate aﬁ seven-point scales their level of satisfaction with the process
of the group ("How satisfied were you with the way your group went about
reaching a decisi@p?”)i It was believed that uncpinionatedness would be

successfully related to a high level of member satisfaction.

Tepie

The topic chosen for the discussion groups was the following:
"Should the faculty and students of Indiana "niversiby issue a joint, pub-

1lic statement condemning the Vietnam war and calling for an immediate



withdrawal of all American troons?" Pretesting indicated that from a list
of potential topics of interest to college students this particular one
was of moderate interes’ value (i.e., neither too boring nor too emotion-

o .. ] 18
ally stimulating and ego-involving) and contained a wide range of opinions.

General Procedurs

Subjects were 149 students chosen from the beginning speech classes
at Indiana Univefsityilg Theyiwere assigned to participate in one of the
30 discussion groups. The subjects were séheduléd so that no two people
from the same class would be in the same group and, theoretically, everyone
would be unacquainted. As the discussants entered their assigned rooms,
they were seated around a table on which a “ape recorder microphone had
been placed. At each place around the table there was a copy of a sheet
of instructions which informed the particivants of what the discussion
topic was to be. It also suggested an agenda for reaching a decision,
presented ﬁ@ﬁe information on "The War" and on "College Statements on the
War," and outlined four possihle policies upon which the group could de-~
cide. | |

Kfter the rooms had filled with the appointed number of participants,
aﬁd after everyone had been given a chance to read the instructions, the
investigator entered and recorded the names of those who were present for

the benefit of the speech instructors., <0

He then briefly repeated the
information on the instruction sheet and answered questions, explaining
that the purpose of the discussi@n was to determine student opinion on
the topic and that the group must arrive at one of the policies or form-
ulate ore of their own that would be agreeable to everyone. One member
of the group was "randomly" selected as leader to helo direct the group

toward reaching the decision. The investigator theniinstrucﬁéd the group



to begin, he turned on the tape recorder and left the roem, and at the
end of thirty minutes he returned to turn off the tape recorder and to
administer the post-discussion questionnaire.

The data items gathered from the questionnaire were the following:
a measure of consensus (the group leader was asked to voice the decision
of the group at the end of the discussion and the members indicated their
level of agreement with that decision), a measure ¢f leadership maintenance
(each group member ranked every other member including themselves accord-
ing to amount of influence exerted over the group process), a measure of
leader credibility (each member filled in seven-point scales of the four
dimensions of credibility), and a measure of member satisfaction with the
group process (each member filled in a seven-point scale of this variable).
The purpose of the tape recorder was to record statements of the leader
for a later aﬁalysié by independent judges of the degree of opinionated-
ness exhibited in these statements. |

The manipulation of the independent variable was accemplished by
the leader in each of the group discussions. Rather than merely being
"randomly™ ch@sen; as the naive group members were led to believe, this
nerson had already besn told the purposes of the experiment and had al-
ready gone through several training sessions to prepare him or her to
be an opinionated leader; a modzrately Dpiﬁi@ﬁéted leader, and an uncpin~
lonated leader. There were five of these confederate leaders, two under-
graduate females, one undergraduate male, and two male graduate students,
each of whom had had some form of previous course instruction in small ___
group communication. Each confederate was required to cénduct a total
of six discussions, two as an opinionated leader, two as a moderately

.. . . . . : . 21
opinionated leader, and two ‘ag an unopinionated leader.



As part of their training to be able to exhibit these conditions
of opinionatedness, the confederates were given instruction concerning
the definition and nature of apinionafed and unorinionated statémentsggg
» together with a booklet of factual information tacen from recent newspagers
and magazines on the subject of the Vietnam war and college statements
condemning the Vietnam war. Tt was pointed out to the confederates that
such factual information, when nres:nted in a discussion with its documen-
tation, could qualify as being very unopinionated, while, with few minor
changes and the addition of pers@ﬂal judgment rcferences, it could be
made to ééﬁﬁé highly opinionated. It was also explained to the confeder-
ates that these items of factual information did not have to be memorized.
It was permissable for them to present these items in a highly paraphrased
or altered form so long as they were conforming to the correct format of
the level of opinionatedness desired in that particular diséussiani In
addition, they were encouraged to use every opportunity they had in the
discussion to exhibit this kind of behavicr. Even in cases where they felt
a statement of group orientation, agreement, cr reinforcing of groun é@s
hesiveness was called for, they were asked to try also to present infor.-
mation at the same time so that their particular condition of opinionated-
ness could be maintained. Finally, the confederates were asked to advo-
cate the most radical position of the four while they were being opinion-
ated (since a leader who hé§98ﬂed to be highly aﬁinianéted for two oppos-
ing sides of an argument would hardly be realistic) and to include a sam-
pling of differing views during the unopinionated condition (although an
exactly equal representation of all sides was not necessary). Even though
the leader had been advocating one positimn‘thr@ugh@ut; however, he was
instructed to voice the rac:tu:al group decision at the end of the discussion

rather than his position.
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RESULTS

The Check of the Independent Variable

Five leader statements were randomly chosen from the tapes of
each of the discussions. These transeribed statements were then sub-
mitted to five judges to be rated according to the variable of opin-
i@natednessigg This served as an independent check of the manipula-
tion of leadership opinionatedness and a verification that the confed-
erates were indeed exhibiting three different levels of that kind of
behavior. The reliability coefficient, a measﬁre of the relative agree-
ment of the judges™ ratings, was computed by the intra-class correlation
procedure. This statistic was found to be .8216 (p <.005). A simple
analysis of variance of the three conditions was run to determine diff-
erences in the judgesf rétings of the statements. In the computing of
this analysis of variance, all judges' ratings were summed for each state-
ment being rated. The means for the combined ratings and the analysis of
variance table can be found in Tables 1 and éi Significant differences
were found among all conditions »f the leader statements, and the diff-
erences were arranged in the expected nrder of magnitude., The high re-
liability of the judges' ratings, 4mgether with the differences they per-
ceived in the indenendent variable, supoert the correct exhibition of the

leaders' expected behavior in the groups,

The Dependent Variables

A simple analysis of variange was conducted fer each of the dependent
variablés. These results can be seen in Tables 3-9, Significart F ratios were found
for tre consensus measure, far two rrgssm‘es of the credibilibty varisble, competence and
rbjectivity, and marginally for the credbility variable, trustworthiress., The follew-

up analysis was made wsing the Newman-Keuls procedwe for comparison of means.
The findings of significance from these comparisons are frund in Tables 10-13.
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The results of the analysis of the relationship between leadership
Dpinianétedness and consensus showed that groups whose leaders exhibited
unopinionated behaviar moved closer toward total consensus than thésé groups
whose leaders were behaving in an opinionated manner. Also moderately opin=-
ionated leadership groups came closer to consensus than the opinionated con-
dition groups. There was a marginal difference (.10>p %.05) in the £hird '
comparison of this dependent variable, with moderately opinionated groups
téﬁdiﬂé to score higher on consensus measures than the unopinionated groups.

. The differences found on the measures of trustworthiness were also
in the marginal range (below the .10 level) and showed a tendency for the
unopinionated 1eader$ to be’ratéd more trustworthy than either the opin-
i@ﬂated or moderately opinionated leaders.

Unopinionated leaders were rated as being significantly more compe-

tent (experienced, having a professional manner) than were the opinionated

moderately opinionated conditions, with the latter appearing to score higher.
Unopinionated leaders were rated by their group members as being
significantly more objective (fair, open-minded) than the opinionated

measure of objectivity than the opinionated leaders.
DISCUSSION

The findings reéartgd aha%e tend to suonort the general notion
that Dpini@ﬁatéd leadership behaviaf has cer£ain eritical effects upon the
process and auﬁcam@s of small policy-making groups. In every case where
there was a significant difference invalfing opinionated conditions, they-

ware rated conaistently lower than the groups of the less apini@natad‘
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leaders being compared to them. These différénces showed up in the measures
of consensus, the members' perceptions of their leaders' objectivity and
competence, and marginally in the members' perceptions of their leaders'
tr@stwarthiﬁess,s Thus the original prescriptive tone of the predictions
of this study would have to be alitered. There is only partial support that
unopinionated leadership behavior is superior, bu£ there seems to be much
stronger supoort that opinionated leadership behavior is. inferior, at -least
in terms of consensus and some member impreési@ﬁs of leader credibility.
Both uﬁéﬁiﬁiéﬁated-aﬁd moderately opinionated leadership condi-
tions apparently came closer to consensus than the opinionated conditions,
but the surprising f{inding here was the last comparison which showed a
tendency for the ﬁ@derately opinionated groups to be coming closer to con-
gsensus than the unopinionated gfeupsfil The basis for the difference here
may lie in the role of orientation played by the different leaders. The
Spiniéﬂatéd leaders, because of their dogmatism and general refusal to
give evidence for any statement they made, may have helped create a h@sﬁd@)
climate in which the orientation to the final goal of the group was ham-
pered. The moderately opinionated leaders may have appeared to their
group members to be more nondirective and a more relaxed climate may have
been fostered where orientation was facilitated. The knowledgeable un-
opinionated leaders, in turn, may héve appeared to be such é rarity in
an otherwise unrehearsed college discussion that they distracted the group
from being totally oriented to the goal and scoring higher on the consen-
sus measure. In listening to the tapes of the discussions, the investi-
gator in fact noticed éhéractaristiés in some of the groups of the opin-
ionated 1eadéfshi§ condition ﬁhigh; in his judgment, were indications of

an increased level of tension and hostility among the group members.
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In spite of differences in the competence, cbjEGtivity and, par-
tially, the trustworthiness ratings, this apparently had no connection to
the leader's ability to maintain his status within the graué since thére
were no differences across conditions in terms of 1ead3fship‘maintenancé
ratingsigg Thus we have no evideacé that a leader's ability to maintain
Ahis status is hampered by opinionated communication behavior, or that he
is aided by unopinionated communication behavior.

Although net all of the credibility measures showed clearly sig-
nificant differences, those differences found suggest that varying levels
of opinicnatedness do have ef?e:té oen how group meﬁb%;s perceive their

. leaders. No differences ware f@unﬁ in ratings of dyﬁamismg and even though
the opinionated leaders had the largeét:meaﬁ ratings of the three conditions,
there is no statistical evidence that leadership opinionatedness is consis-
tently related to perceptions of a leader's dynamism, The dijféfEﬁéas that
did occur were on objectivity, competence and, margindly on trustworthiness,
measures that are very close g@ngeptuaIE§ to the notion of “anopinionatedness."
Thus there appeared to be an additiana;wcheck that the leaders were per=
ceived as éxhibiting the béhavi@r that %as} in fact, required of them.

The final dependent measure, member satistaction, also failed to
reveal differences in the conditions of opinionated leadership. In spite
of the relative trouble that groups with opinionated leaders had generally
in trying to reach consensus, this did not seem to affect their overall
satisfaction with how the grouns operated. It may, in fact, be indicative

. of the contemporary student'é familiarity wiﬁh confrontation as a form of
public discourse. He may, as a matter of c@ursa;.encaunter this kind of
difficulty consistently in coming to a decision amohg his peers and may
be generally "satisfied" with that kind of group process, bgiievinglitﬂtﬁ be
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SUMARY

On the basis of the sample and the conditions of opinionatedness
described in this study, the following conclusions may bé,drawn:

(1) Both unopinionated and moderately Gpiﬁiéﬁ3£éﬂ leadership be-
havior appear to Eé significantly related to achievement of consensus in
Email<pgliuyémaking groups. There'wasg however, a tendency displayed in
the results of this study for moderately oninionated leaders to be even
more consensus-facilitating than unoninionated leaders.

(2) Varying degrees of opinionated leadershin behayicr seem to
relate consistently to member impressions of the 1eader's:credibilityi
Unopinionated leaders were rated as being more competent and uhﬁéutivé
than their apiﬁi@ﬁated counterparts, and there was marginal support that
they were also seen as being more trustworthy. Mcderately opinionated
leaders also appeared to be more objective and Qémpetentéthaﬁ their opin-
fonated counterparts.

(3) The level of leader épiﬁienatadness does not seem to bear
a caﬁsiséent relationship with léadership maintenance.

(L) The level of leader opinionatedness does not appear to ,
relate directly to group members' impressions of the leader's dynamism.

(5) The ievel,gf leader opinionatedness does not apparently bear
a relationship to groun menbers! imoressions of their level of satisfaction

with the group process.
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The mean for this topic resulting from a rank ordering of eleven
possible topics in terms of interest was 6.129. The ratings of agree-
ment with this topic ranged from 1-7 (totally agree to totally disagree)
with a mean of }}.387, a standard deviation of 2.1204 and a quartile
deviation of 1.50. ' ’

, Of these subjects, L6ZE were enrolled in 8121, Public Speaking,
5% were emrolled in 5122, Interpersonal Communication, and 9% were
enrolled in 5221, Speech and Human Behavior.

The motivation for having the students show up for this study
varied with the instructors. Some dismissed one day of classes and
therefore required that everyone attend. Others let this substitute
as one small assignment in the class. For others, a system of extra
credit was worked out for those from their sections who attinded the
discussion groups. The students were told that the purpose of the
discussion groups was "to determine your opinions on a topic of cwrent
campus interest.”

Thus there were 10 groups in each condition of opinionatedness.
Of the 1L9 subjects, LB were in opinionated leadership groups, L8 were
in moderately opinionated leadership groups, and 53 were in unopin-
ionated leadership groups. The numbers of participants in each group
were kept fairly constant; <there were never less than 5 nor more than
7 (counting the confederate leader). It may be noticed that in some
of the ANOVA tables that follow, some of the n's may be slightly less
than what is stated here. This is simply because some subjects did
not respond to all items on the post-discussion questionnaire (e.g.,
on the consensus measure, one person in the unopinionated leadership
condition did not respond and thus the n was reduced to 148, or
1,7 degrees of freedom).

. One piece of research that was particularly helpful here was the
work done by Kline in identifying the characteristics of statements
that are consistently rated as opinionated or unopinionated. Some of
his findings were the following: (1) unopinionated statements are
more likely to contain questions, (2) statements of high opinionated-
ness are more stereotyped and predictable, and (3) highly opinionated
statements can be recognized by a greater occurrence of self-reference
words and the use of such phrases as "I think." John A, Kline,
"Indices of Opinionated and Orienting Statements in Problem-Solving
Discussions," Speech Monographs, 38 (1970), 282-286, : )
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Chosen for the ratings were 50 statements o7 lo '2 in the un
opinionated leadership condition, L5 from the mederaiely Dplﬂi@ Lted
condition, and 50 from the opinionated condition. The reason for

the differ ence in the number of statements being rated hare was that

a ‘tape recorder in a moderately opinionated discussion failed to func-
tion properly. Thus there was no record of the leader's statements
for that particular discussion and 5 less statements in the moderately
opinionated condition to be rated.

[_r

The q value for this comparison wzs 2.69, and the threshold for
significance at the .05 level for this commarison was only 2.85, so
it was very close to p <.05 and not much beyond it.

It is interesting to note that Lumsden did not find a strong re-
lationship between credibility and leadership maintenance in her studv.
High agreement léaders were rated significantly higher aleng the ob-
Jjectivity dimension of credibility, but her measures did not show tiem
to be maintaining their leadership effectively.
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TABLE 1
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE —~ JUDGES' RATTNGS OF LEADERS! STATEMENTS

55 df MS

e

Between Conditions of
Opinionatedness  1745.9504 .2 872.9752 21,371 ks
Within Conditions of '

Opinionatedness 5800, 5580 142 40. 8490

Total 7546.5084 144

hkkk Signifieant at the .005 level

TABLE 2
NE"MAN-KEULS COMPARISON OF MEANS - JUDGES' RATINGS OF LEADERS! STATEWENTS

Comparison ' %, Xp i) q value
Opin. v. Med. Opin.  26.9200 24,2667 2.6533 . 2.8579
Opin. v. Unovin, 26.9200 18.7200 8.2000 . 9.0721 #wx

Ylod. Opin. v. Unopin. . 24,2667 18.7200 5.5467 5.9745 #kn

(The 5 judges' ratings were combined for each statement)
#% Significant at the .05 level’ :
#*%% Significant at the .01 level
TABLE 3
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE - CONSENSUS

- 85 af . 118 F

Between Conditions of N -
' Opinionatedness Li5.4031 2 22,7015  7.5690se

Within Conditions of

Opinionatedness  43h.89L2 L5 2.9993

Total 180.2973 W7

smeet gipnificant at the 005 level
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TABLE |, :
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE = LEADERSHIP “IAINTEVANCE

388 df N3
Between Conditions of : 7
Opinionatedness 1.2901 2 -5&51_
Within Conditions of ;
Opinionatedness 192.8978 146 3.3760

Total 4ol .1879 148

:  TABLE © ,
ANALYSIS OF ViRIANCE — CREDTRILITY (TRUSTWORTHINESS)

55 ar M8
. Between Conditions of
Opinionatedness 15.9473 2 7.9727

¥ithin Conditicns of )
Opinion~tedness  396.0527 1Ll 2,750

Total L12.0000 1hé

TATLE 6
ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE - CREDIBILITY (COMPEDWHOED

53 : ar M5

Between Conditions of )
Opinionatedness 2ly. 6L68 "2 12.323)

Within Conditions of 7 _
Opinionatecdness  1126.78%6 1.5 2.9433

Total L51.h32) . 1h7

F

L .1869:¢

i8¢ gignificant at the .05 level



ABLE 7
£NALYSIS OF VARIANCE ~ CR

S5 df M3 fr
Between Conditions of ) L
Opinionatedness 7.501L 2 3.7507 1.1590

Within Conditigns ~f

Opinicnatedness 1 72.L583 146 3.2360

Total L79.9597. 148

- _ TABLE 8 | ,
ANALYSIS OF ViRIANCE - CREDIBILITY (OBJECTIVITY)

T 85 df 1S F

Betveen Conditions of- - _ '
Opinionatedness 58.5768 2 29,2884 7.66723000¢

Within Conditions of o , ,
Opinionatedness  £550.0762 1Lk 3.8200

Total 608.6531 1L6

st significant at the 005 level
: TABLE 9 7
ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE - MEMBER SATISFACTION

¥

U
o
Ho
¥
T

Between Conditions of 7 7 7 o
Opinionatedness 11.7658 2 5.8829 2.1089

Within Conditions of

Opinionatedness  398.8986 13 2.7895

Total L10.66LL s
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TABLE 10
NEWMAN-KEULS COMPARISON OF MEANS — CONSENSUS

Comparison fl ?2 D q value

Opin. v. Mod. Opin. L.9375 64,3125 1.3750 5.5066 s
Opin. v. Unopin. L.9375 5.6538 L7163 2,9272 ¢
Mod. Opin. v. Unopin, 6.3125 5,6538 L6587 2_5918 #*

"7 %% significant at the .OL level - B )
e Elgnlflcant at the .05 level
TABLE 11
. NEWMAN-KEULS COHPARISON OF MEANS -~ CREDIBILITY (TRUST\‘FDRTHINE‘jS)
B A T

Opin. v. Mod. Opin.  L.9%83 5.1458 1879 7835
Cpin. v. Unopin. 14,5583 . 5.7255 . 7672 3.2577 s

Mod. Opin. v. Unopin. 5.1458 5.7255 5797 2.L615

% 10 = p —=.08

TABLE 12
NE!ATI\TH{N—IEULS COMPARISON OF MEANS — CREDIBILITY (COMPETENCE)

~Comparisen . S X, 5 q value
Opin. v. Mod. Opin. 16170 5.2500 6330 2.85472
Opin. v, Unopin. L.6170 5.603R .9868 11.0709

Mod. Opin. v. Unopin. 5.2500 5.6038 .3538 1.L668

a8t gnlfz_can‘t at the .05 1evel -
& ’;"n'p -0

TABLE 13
NE'MAN-KEULS COMPARISON OT :mANS - CREDIBTLITY (DBJFGTIVITY)

Ggmpar‘lsc\n }Cr 7 o value
Opin, v, Mod. Opin, 3. %333 S-DBSl 1_2518 i LLQ.’L? et

Opin. v. Unopin. 3.8333  5.2500 1,167 5.1255
! D’Dln. v. Unopin. 5.0851 5.2500 L1649 ,59}45;

e 51gn1f1cant “at the .OL level
#  significant at the .05 level



